into Karenic, Bodic (Bodish and East Himalayan), Baric (Kamarupan and (possibly) Kachin), Burmic (Naxi, Lolo-Burmese, and (possibly) Rung). DeLancey's placement of Jingpo (Kachin) with the Bodic languages, and not the Rung languages, as suggested by Thurgood (1984a Thurgood ( , 1984b , is questionable (he himself expresses doubt about it). Sun (1985 Sun ( : 242-7, 1988 ) and LaPolla (1987) also argue for seeing Jingpo and the Nungish languages (a branch of Rung) as part of a single branch. Given the possibility that Kanauri-Almora and Jingpo might be better grouped with the other pronominalized languages, then taking DeLancey's analysis as a base, Tibeto-Burman would have only six major sub-branches (the sub-branches being those in parentheses after each branch mentioned above), with three out of the six showing no agreement systems.
Second, the languages with verb agreement systems are almost all geographically contiguous, forming a ring around the edge of the Tibetan plateau from north-west China down along the southern edge of the plateau, including the Himalayan region, forming what Sun (1983a Sun ( , 1985 refers to as an ' ethnic corridor', an area of large-scale language contact, multilingualism, and mutual influence, and a path along which many of the nationalities moved when they migrated south.9 Language contact, shared innovation within a subgroup (e.g. Kiranti), or a combination of the two then all are possibilities, yet Bauman (1974 Bauman ( , 1975a gives only the following possibilities for the development of the Tibeto-Burman verb agreement systems: native (i.e. Proto-Tibeto-Burman) development, borrowing from Munda (an Austroasiatic group), borrowing from Indo-Aryan, and the Turanian hypothesis (the idea that all of central and eastern Asia's languages except the Indo-European ones are related). He states that 'No other possibilities seem forthcoming, with the doubtful exception of independent innovation wherever the feature appears ' (1974: 118 ). Yet, first of all, independent innovation in two or more subgroups cannot be dismissed so lightly. As Thurgood (1985: p.378, n. 4) has argued, 'many similarities between closely-related languages are what Sapir [1921 Sapir [ /1945 . viii] called "drift"; that is, the common starting point provided by a common origin often conspires with universal tendencies to provide parallel but historically quite independent paths of development among genetically related languages.' 0 Second, the other logical possibility, that one or more languages in the family independently developed a verb agreement system and it spread geographically (possibly aided by similar features in local non-Tibeto-Burman languages), has not been explored in any of the literature arguing for a Proto-Tibeto-Burman verb agreement system. Given this possibility, whether a particular grouping of languages has one pronominalized language, especially if that one language is in contact with pronominalized languages in other groups, is not particularly relevant.
Throughout South and South-East Asia we see the spread of areal features (either through outright borrowing, by (morphological) calque, or combined innovation-areal influence) of all types, such as tone systems, phonetic inventories, noun classifier systems, double causativization, and word-order pat-(p. 50) between the pronominals and subject marking systems of the eastern and western (now including Kham) Himalayan pronominalized languages. 9 The area covered by these languages is relatively compact, and not large. For example, all of the Kiranti languages are spoken in an area of eastern Nepal only about 140 kilometers wide (see Michailovsky, 1975 
Time depth
Those languages that do not have verb agreement systems, the vast majority of all Tibeto-Burman languages, have no trace whatsoever of ever having had one.'2 These languages include four of the five languages which have writing systems more than four hundred years old: Tibetan (seventh century), Burmese (twelfth century), Newari (fourteenth century) and Yi (Lolo; sixteenth century). Tangut (twelfth century), on the other hand, has an optional, morphologically simple, etymologically transparent verb agreement system that shows no signs of age. It is highly unlikely that Tibetan, Burmese, Newari, and Yi would all have lost every trace of their verb agreement systems while Tangut's did not age at all. DeLancey (1989b: 316) discounts this argument because he says 'it rests on the demonstrably false premise that no contemporary language could, in any significant respect, be more conservative than a related language attested from a millennium ago.' Yet the situation is not that simple. For example, Written Tibetan preserves a very archaic set of prefixes and suffixes (unrelated to the set we are discussing here), which has uncontroversially been reconstructed for Proto-Tibeto-Burman, and might even go back to Proto-Sino-Tibetan.13 If we were to accept a Proto-Tibeto-Burman verb agreement system along the lines of what DeLancey is suggesting, then we would be in effect saying that Tibetan completely lost that agreement system while retaining remnants of the earlier system of prefixes and suffixes. This would be a hard stretch of the imagination. Van Driem (1991: 532) gives a similar argument to DeLancey's, and states that ' the loss of an inflectional system in one group of languages ... and its retention in another genetically related group is a widely attested phenomenon ', yet the point is that even with all the varying opinions about subgrouping in TibetoBurman, there is no controversy that aside from Burmese-Yi forming a branch within Tibeto-Burman, Tibetan, Burmese-Yi, and Newari do not form a group in any sense, so the' loss' that van Kepping (1975 Kepping ( , 1979 Kepping ( , 1981 Kepping ( , 1982 Kepping ( , 1989 ) was the first to discuss agreement in Tangut, and table I (below) is taken from her work. Her analysis of the agreement pattern is that (a) the verb agrees only with SAPs, (b) it is optional,16 and (c) agreement is not related to semantic role unless there are SAPs in both the A and the P roles, in which case agreement is with the SAP in the P role. Van Driem (1991: 528-9) , argues that agreement cannot be with the most affected ' actant ', and gives two Tangut sentences as proof. In each sentence the patient of the verb meaning' to kill' is a third person (' wife '/' wives' respectively) and agreement is with a second or first person possessor (i.e. the husband/husbands) of the patient. Van Driem feels that the wives in these sentences are the most affected 'actants', and as agreement is not with them, 'It would be inaccurate, if not misogynous, to argue that the patients indexed by the verbal agreement endings are the most affected actants' in those sentences. The reason for van Driem's argument is unclear, as no one has argued that agreement is with the most affected' actant '. Agreement is only with SAPs, and in each of the sentences van Driem cites there is only one SAP, so agreement is with that SAP.
16 Van Driem (1991: 525) misrepresents the Tangut system by stating that 'involvement of a third person actant is marked by zero in all Tangut verb forms'. Third person actants are unmarked, but this is not the same as saying they are marked by zero; as the agreement affixes do not obligatorily appear on each verb, or even on the majority of verbs in the Tangut texts, and only one SAP participant is marked, even when there are two in the sentence, it is wrong to assume that Tangut non-marking is equivalent to marking by a morpheme with a zero phonetic realization. Van Driem's statement (1991: 525) that ' A transitive verb agrees with its patient unless the patient is marked by zero' is also a misrepresentation of the facts, and is in fact nonsensical. It is equivalent to saying that ' agreement is with the patient except when it is not with the patient'. 17 Kepping uses the terms ' subject' and ' direct object ', yet as we have no evidence that these syntactic functions existed for Tangut speakers, I will use A, S, and P instead. These symbols refer to the three major types of argument: S, the single argument of an intransitive verb; A, the argument which prototypically would be the agent of a transitive verb; and P, the argument which prototypically would be the patient of a transitive verb (Comrie, 1978 (Stern, 1963) , which has the same prefixing system, but no suffixing system, and the evidence (Ahrens, 1990; see above) that in Tangut pronominalization only occurs in quoted discourse.) The problem is we do not know for certain which of the two styles is the more conservative.
1987: 807-8; 1989b: 318).21 For example, Bauman (1974: 134) suggests that a complex system such as that for Nocte, with a tense-aspect split, is closer to the original Proto-Tibeto-Burman verb agreement system than a simpler system such as that of Tangut, which would supposedly have 'levelled out' the tenseaspect system. As pointed out above, Bauman (1974: 144) also argues that the verb agreement systems that do not have the complex number distinctions that other languages have, have 'levelled out' the distinctions because of contact with the morphologically simpler languages.
It is important to note that in arguing that the 'original' Proto-TibetoBurman verb agreement paradigm was quite complex (such as in fig. 1, below) , and that those languages that have simpler systems (or no systems at all) have lost the 'missing' forms due to phonological attrition or levelling, those scholars are saying that Tangut inherited a complex system, yet through the process of phonological attrition and levelling distilled out a perfectly regular (i.e. morphologically simple), transparent system where the markings on the verb correspond exactly to the free pronouns in phonological shape. This type of teleological development seems to me a very unlikely possibility. Huang, 1985) is descended from Tangut, then to accept DeLancey and van Driem's view we would have to say that there was originally a complex system, Tangut then distilled out a simple system, and then that language again developed a complex system (presumably identical to, or at least cognate to, the old one). Again we have a very unlikely scenario.
Rather than reconstructing a system that tries to incorporate all of the modern features, we should reconstruct only those features for which we can show no clear line of development, i.e. opaque = archaic; we should reconstruct only those shared patterns for which we can find no motivation. 3.2. Grammaticalization. The methodological difference just mentioned also highlights a difference in the understanding of the way grammaticalization works. I follow Lehmann (1985) in assuming that we can determine the degree of grammaticalization of a sign by reference to how autonomous it is. The parameters involved in the autonomy of a sign are its semantic and phonological weight (integrity and scope), the degree of cohesion it has with other signs (i.e., its paradigmaticity and bondedness), and its syntagmatic and paradigmatic variability (mobility vis-a-vis other signs). The parameters and processes of grammaticalization are then as in fig. 2 The difference between head-marking and dependent-marking morphology provides a functional explanation for certain aspects of grammar and word order (see Nichols, 1986 , forthcoming, for details; see also Van Valin, 1985 for the implications this distinction holds for grammatical theory). Nichols did not make reference to any languages in Tibeto-Burman, but all of the Tibeto-Burman languages that do not have verb agreement systems are solidly dependent-marking (i.e., they have marking on the nouns for case or pragmatic function); those languages with verb agreement systems, a type of 23 
Cowgill (1963) also argues (based on Indo-European evidence) that there is a direct relationship between the morphological complexity of a set of affixes and its antiquity.
24 Kiranti languages will often have as many as eight suffixal slots, as well as two or more prefixal slots, many portmanteau morphemes, tense or aspect distinctions, and complex morphophonemic rules (see Ebert, 1990 , van Driem, 1990a).
head-marking, also have many dependent-marking features (of the same types as the non-pronominalized languages). The question, then, is which is older, the dependent-marking type or the head-marking (actually mixed) type? Based on a separate survey of 86 languages in fifteen families, Nichols found that morphological marking type is' a conservative, stable feature in languages' (p. 89), such that almost all of the changes she found in the groups she studied 'involved accommodation to areal patterns' (p. 98). The most common change she found was the development of head-marking (as in the clisis of pronouns in Romance). Nichols found that in several respects 'head-marking patterns appear to be favored and universally preferred' (p. 101). She suggests that based on her studies, '... in the event that we have two clearly related languages with clearly cognate morphology, one of them strongly head-marking and one strongly dependent-marking, we should reconstruct the dependent-marking type' (p. 89). As this is the situation we have in Tibeto-Burman, we then have a typological argument for not reconstructing a verb agreement system for ProtoTibeto-Burman. Two further arguments, also based on typological data, support this view.
There is a continuum across the pronominalized Tibeto-Burman languages in terms of the strength of head-marking. We can see for example the beginnings of head-marking in Angami Naga (Giridhar, 1980) of the Uralic family (Nichols, 1986: 88) . We see no evidence of this process in Tibeto-Burman morphology. The dependent-marking system, or at least a nonhead-marking system, must then be the original pattern.
3.4. The question of ergativity. Every major work on ergativity (e.g. Silverstein, 1976; Comrie, 1978 Comrie, , 1981 Dixon, 1979; Kibrik, 1985) defines ergativity in terms of semantic roles (i.e. A, S, and p).26 A generally accepted minimum definition of ergativity is a system in which the S and P arguments are consistently marked 27 one way while the A argument is marked differently. In a splitergative system, this type of marking is restricted to a particular temporal or referential domain, but the marking of semantic role is consistent within the relevant domain. The definition of split ergativity given by DeLancey (e.g. Kepping's (1979 Kepping's ( , 1989 solution to this is to call Tangut a 'mixed' ergative-accusative language. This is, I assume, due to a (mistaken) assumption that there can only be two types of language, ergative and accusative, and so if it is not clearly one or the other, it must be a mixture of these two types (see Klimov, 1986 In terms of methodology there is also the problem that in most of the papers which attempt to reconstruct a Proto-Tibeto-Burman verb agreement system, comparisons are done on highly simplified and selected parts of total agreement systems,31 and little is said of how the affixes are really used.32 For example, 31 In doing cross-linguistic comparisons, DeLancey generally gives only the singular paradigms, but if we look at the complete paradigms we often see that the paradigm is very language specific in that it transparently reflects the independent pronouns. Compare for example the Gyarong independent pronouns and the intransitive verbal affixes (ICog-rtse dialect- Nagano, 1983 We then have three possibilities: (a) the entire verbal paradigm, plus the nominal paradigm, of each language is descended from Proto-Tibeto-Burman; (b) both paradigms reflect the same innovation of pronominalization within each language or language group; (c) each language just inherited the first and second singular forms of the verbal paradigm, then fleshed out the rest of the forms (possibly one hundred forms, see Ebert, 1990 for the Chamling paradigm) based on its own free pronouns. Only comparative research on full paradigms will allow us to decide which of these possibilities is the most likely one.
32 Van Driem (1991: 531) -chik -chik -te--ja -te--ja pl .
-ne -ne -te--y -te--y It is this parenthetical aside at the end of Bauman's statement that is the key to the logical error in Bauman's argument. Just as we have seen in Tangut, in Vayu and Chepang the basic pattern of agreement is with any SAP in the sentence, regardless of role, if the other participants in the clause are non-SAPs, so of course his ' ergative' pattern will only work when the subject is a non-SAP, and the single SAP in the clause is the object. I could use the same type of chart, but based on the SAP as subject instead of object, as evidence that these languages are of the nominative type, as the marking then would be the same for the intransitive and transitive subjects. This type of paradigm comparison then is of no use in trying to prove ergativity.
The type of agreement system we are talking about here is very clearly one based on person rather than syntactic function or semantic role.33 If we accept Du Bois's (1985 Bois's ( , 1987 association of absolutive marking with the information status 'new' and nominative marking with discourse pressures to mark the topic, then this should be seen as closer to a nominative system rather than an ergative one, since the clitic pronouns of the verb agreement systems are typical of the most unmarked topics (Lambrecht, 1986 Kuno' s (1976 Kuno' s ( , 1987 ) 'empathy' hierarchies, which Van Valin (1990) reduces to a single principle ' E(more topical NP) > E(less topical NP)', i.e., empathy is with the more topical NP. 35 In some languages in the Tibeto-Burman area and in North America there is a secondary marking of the direction of the transitive action, but this is almost always etymologically separate from the person marking, and in some cases even this direction marking is sensitive to discourse thematic factors rather than purely reflecting semantic role (Whistler, 1985: 245) . 36 There are a number of other facts about the Tibeto-Burman languages that also lead to this conclusion, including commonalities with Old Chinese, but they are outside the scope of the present paper. (See LaPolla, 1990, ch. v, for a brief discussion of some of them.) VOL. LV. PART 2.
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confidently to assert that the suffixal pattern is a case of shared retention in those languages that exhibit it, and that it was lost in those languages that do not exhibit it, so the dating of those systems that can be reconstructed for certain subgroups must be later than the Proto-Tibeto-Burman stage, and (b) that most of the systems we find are not of an ergative nature, and do not reflect semantic or syntactic relations, but all seem to have grown out of pragmatic pressures to mark the salient participants involved in the speech act. I have also here argued, using the question of a Proto-Tibeto-Burman agreement system as an example, that in doing morphological reconstruction, we should not build up morphological systems, and often end up engaging in 'paradigm stuffing', but should strip back the layers of transparent grammaticalization to arrive at an opaque core. Typologically and functionally based theories which point out the direction of grammaticalization allow us to do exactly that.
